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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)IEl This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1.3-6,9-13 and 17-29 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1.3-6.9-13 and 17-29 is/are rejected. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 
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Art Unit: 2879 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 3, 10, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kim (US 5972528). 

Regarding claims 3 & 23, Kim discloses a plasma display (Fig 1) comprising a rib 
structure (Fig 2) comprising a light transmissive rib (13 of Fig 1) containing frit glass 
which is a light transmissive material containing a material (ferric oxide and cobalt 
oxide) which is absorbent of visible light. This black pigment is added to the rib structure 
in order to enhance contrast, thus inherently having larger contrast coefficient 

((brightness)^ / (diffuse reflectance)) than a rib structure not containing light absorbent 
material, like ferric oxide or cobalt oxide (lines 25-50 of column 3), wherein a discharge 
space is partitioned by the rib structure 13 (see Fig 1 ), a phosphor layer 14 provided on 
a side of the rib structure 13 (line 29-30 of column 1), and the rib structure contains the 
filler ( boric oxide, zinc oxide silicon oxide and barium oxide in the frit glass, lines 51-54 
of column 3). 

Regarding claim 10, Kim discloses a plasma display (Fig 1) where a discharge 
space is partitioned by the rib structure (13) set forth in claim 3 (lines 15-30 of column 
1). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 
owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 4, 1 1 & 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kim (US 5972528). 

Regarding claims 4, 1 1, and 25, Kim discloses a plasma display comprising a rib 
structure (13) for a display device (plasma display, Fig 1) comprising a sintered glass 
material containing a black pigment containing a metal oxide as a major component 
(lines 46-50 of column 3), where a discharge space is partitioned by the rib structure 
(13) and a phosphor layer 14 is provided on a side of the rib structure (13, lines 15-30 of 
column 1). 

But, Kim discloses 0.4 wt % of black pigment present in the glass instead of 
claimed 0.01-0.3 wt % of black pigment. 

However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to find the optimum range of 0.01-0.3 wt % of black 
pigment in the glass composition of Kim, since it has been held that where the general 
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conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable 
ranges involves only routine skill in the art. MPEP 2144.05 II A 



Claims 1, 5-6, 9, & 12-13, 21 , 26, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being obvious over Katayama et al. (US 6498431). 

The applied reference has a common inventor with the instant application. Based upon the 
earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any 
invention disclosed but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and 
is thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed subject matter of 
the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not claimed in the reference, prior to 
the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 CFR 1.131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 
CFR 1.130 stating that the application and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the 
inventor named in the application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal 
disclaimer in accordance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). For applications filed on or after November 29, 1999, this 
rejection might also be overcome by showing that the subject matter of the reference and the claimed 
invention were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same person or subject to an obligation 
of assignment to the same person. See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 



Regarding claims 1 & 21, Katayama et al. discloses a plasma display (see Fig 1) 
comprising a light-trasmissive rib structure containing visible light absorption material 
(FeO, or O2O3), a discharge space is partitioned by the rib structure (29, lines 6-10 of 

column 4, Fig 1), a phosphor layer (28R, 28G, 28B) is provided on a side of the rib 
structure (lines 16-20 of column 4), and the rib structure contains a filler (silicon dioxide, 
lines 6367 of column 5). 

However, Katayama does not specifically mention the visible light absorption 
distance being in the range of 40-1200 micron. It is noted that this further limitation 
recites the function of the rib structure. 

It is elementary that mere recitation of a newly discovered function or property, 
inherently possessed by same structure in the prior art, does not cause a claim drawn to 



Application/Control Number: 09/989,063 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2879 

distinguish over the prior art. Additionally, where the Patent office has the reason to 
believe that a functional limitation asserted to be critical for establishing novelty in the 
claimed subject matter may, in fact, be an intrinsic characteristic of the prior art, it 
possesses the authority to require the applicant to prove that the subject matter shown 
to be in the prior art does not possess the characteristic relied on. In Re Swinehart, 169 
USPQ 226(CCPA 1971 ). Thus, the functional limitation of visible light absorption 
distance is 40-1200 micron is taught by Katayama et al. under intrinsic functional 
principles. 

Regarding claims 5-6 & 26, and 28, Katayama discloses a rib structure (29 of Fig 
2a & Fig 2b) for a display device (shown in Fig 1 ) comprising a light transmissive 
material (frit glass, lines 4-9 of column 6) containing 0.03-1 wt % of fine metal particle 
such as (FeO, or 0203) which are absorbent of visible light having average particle 

size of several micron (lines 46-52 of column 7), a discharge space is partitioned by the 
rib structure (29, lines 6-10 of column 4, Fig 1), a phosphor layer (28R, 28G, 28B) is 
provided on a side of the rib structure (lines 16-20 of column 4), and the rib structure 
contains a filler (silicon dioxide, lines 6367 of column 5). 

Though Katayama et al. do not explicitly specify that the average particle size is 
3 micron or less, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use particles having average diameter of 3 micron or less 
since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the 
prior art, in this case prior art teaches fine particles having diameter of several microns, 
discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. 
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Regarding claim 9, Katayama discloses a discharge space partitioned by the rib 
structure 29 set forth in claim 1 (see Fig 1 , lines 6-10 of column 4). 

Regarding claims 12-13, Katayama et al. disclose a discharge space partitioned 
by the rib structure (29, lines 6-10 of column 4 & Fig 1). 

Claims 17, 19-20, 22, 27,and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Katayama et al., as applied to claims 1 , 5-6, 23, 26, 26 above, and 
further in view of Sreeram et al. (US 6140767). 

Regarding claims 17, 19-20, 22, 27 & 29, Katayama discloses all the limitations 
of above claims except for the limitation of filler being aluminum oxide. 

However, Sreeram et al. discloses a barrier rib structure for a plasma display 
where Sreeram et al. teach various suitable filler material such as aluminum oxide for 
making (see Table 3, and Lines 47-55 of column 4) ceramic green tape for ribs. 

It has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a 
known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use aluminum oxide as a filler material in the glass 
composition of Katayama et al., since aluminum oxide is a suitable filler material for 
making green tape for ribs. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Claims 18, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kim as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of Sreeram et al. (US 
6140767). 
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Regarding claims 18 and 24, Kim discloses all the limitations of claims 18 and 
24, except for the limitation of filler being aluminum oxide. 

However, Sreeram et al. discloses a barrier rib structure for a plasma display 
where Sreeram et al. teach various suitable filler material such as aluminum oxide for 
making (see Table 3, and Lines 47-55 of column 4) ceramic green tape for ribs. 

It has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a 
known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use aluminum oxide as a filler material in the glass 
composition of katayama et al. since aluminum oxide is a suitable filler material for 
making green tape for ribs. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants arguments, filed 1 1/10/03 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument, examiner wants to point out that Kim 
discloses a filler material for the rib structure, see lines 52-55 of column 3. 

Since Kim teaches that rib contains black pigment in order to enhance contrast, it 
is inherent that the contrast which is expressed by, contrast coefficient ((brightness) 2 / 
(diffuse reflectance)) of the Kim's rib structure will have larger contrast ratio than a rib 
structure not containing light absorbent material. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Karabi Guharay whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
2452. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimeshkumar D. Patel can be reached on (571 ) 272-2457. The fax phone 
number for the organization is (703) 308-7382. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
0956. 



Karabi Guharay 0 A^XuS^ 
Patent Examiner 
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